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Massachusetts  Board  of  Higher  Education 

31  St. James  Avenue,  Room  323  •  Boston,  Massachusetts  02116 


Edward  C.  McCuire,  Chancellor 
G01/t,V(V.,P7Q()Qj.,^^,r(yj-^     August  31,  1979 

couEcmt^ 


The  Honorable  Edward  J.  King 
State  Mouse 
Boston,  MA 

Dear  Governor  King: 


V.^- '  '  10,3 

linh'srsity  ol  iV,ass3chusetts 
f^""  'Sitory  Copy 


In  early  July^  you  requested  that  the  staff  of  the  Board  of 
Higher  Education  prepare,  for  your  information,  a  set  of  recommendations 
relative  to  thp  reorganization^of  publ icjiigher  cdu^ation~in 
^Massachusetts.  Tou  asked  aTsoTthat  thesTlnaterials^be'^suMTtted  to 
"you  by- September  1,  1979.    The  attached  paper  represents  our  response 
to  your  request.    We  have  addressed  therein  the  critical  issues  involved 
in  reorganization  and  believe  that  the  recommendations,  if  accepted 
and  enacted,  will  have  a  profound,  beneficial,  and  lasting  impact  on 
public  higher  education  and  on  the  Commonwealth, 

The  paper  addresses  four  critical  issues:  1)    governance  and 
organization;  2)    the  financing  of  public  higher  education:  3)  quality 
control;  4)    student  financial  aid.    We  invite  your  particular  at- 
tention to  the  section  on  governance,  for  we  believe-  that  these  recom- 
mendations will  lead  directly  to  an  effective  mechanisi.i  ior  structuring 
and  managing  the  Massachusetts  system  of  public  higher  education. 

You  should  know  that  the  analysis  and  recommendations  presented 
today  have  been  developed  by  four  senior  members  of  the  Board  of 
Higher  Education  staff:    Seen  Cho,  Paul  Rahmeier,  Janice  Green,  and 
Edward  Wright,  Jr.    They  have  worked  as  a  team  throughout  the  past  ^ 
six  weeks  and  have  based  their  analysis  on  a  series  of  studies  and 
policy  papers  produced  by  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  during  the 
past  year. 

The  Executive  Committee  of  the  Board  has  met  twice  during  the 
six-week  period  to  receive  from  me  or^l  progress  reports  and  to  review 
the  salient  points  of  the  paper.    The  completed  document  will  be 
presented  to  the  full  Board  fo^  formal  action  at  its  Septcivilior  21,  1979 
meeting. 
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If  these  recommendations  are  of  interest  to  you,  we  will  be  pleased 
to  undertake,  at  your  request,  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  fiscal  im- 
plications of  our  reorganization  proposal.    I  will,  of  course,  be 
happy  to  meet  with  you  at  any  time  to  discuss  this  project. 


Chancellor 


ECM/ded 


THE  GOVERNANCE  OF  PUBLIC  HIGHER  EDUCATION  IN  MASSACHUSETTS 


I.    The  Governance  Problem 

In  1965,  the  Willis-Harrington  Act  created  a  governance  structure 
for  public  higher  education  designed  to  support  a  system  undergoing 
rapid  growth  and  change.    This  structure  featured  the  establishment 
of  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  as  statcv:ide  coordinating  agency. 
Four  years  later 9  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Educational  Affairs 
was  created  as  part  of  the  Executive  Branch. 

In  1972,  only  seven  years  after  Willis-Harrington,  the  first 
proposal  on  the  reorganization  of  public  higher  education  v/as  filed 
with  the  Legislature.    The  number  and  variety  of  reorganization  plans 
which  have  since  been  introduced  clearly  signal  the  extent  of  public 
and  official  dissatisfaction  and  the  resultant  call  for  organizational 
change.    The  existing  structure,  conceived  to  meet  the  needs  of  an 
expanding  system,  has  proven  less  than  effective  in- the  present  era 
of  fiscal  constraint,  worsening  inflation,  and  declining  enrollment. 
Moreover,  the  enabling  legislation  which  created  the  Board  of  Higher 
Education  provided  insufficient  scope  of  authority  and  responsibility 
for  the  successful  coordination  of  thirty  diverse  institutions.  It 
is  appropriate,  therefore,  that  this  paper  begin  with  a  proposal  for 
a  strengthened  system  of  governance  and  a  realignment  of  the  thirty 
institutions  of  public  higher  education. 

II.    Assumptions  Guiding  the  Development  of  a  Governance  System  for 
Public  Higher  Education 

1.  The  quality  of  public  higher  education  should  be  sustained 
and  improved. 

2.  The  governance  system  siiould  be  alert  and  responsive  to 
changing  needs  and  conditions  vriuiin  the  ConiTonwealth. 

3.  The  governance  system  should  be  accountable  to  its  con- 
stituencies and  to  the  Commonwealth. 

4.  The  governance  system  should  feature  strong  citizen  par- 
ticipation. 
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5.  The  key  to  equitable,  productive  governance  is  the  responsible 
participation  of  Massachusetts  citizens  serving  on  strong  lay 
boards. 

6.  Access  to  public  higher  education  should  be  improved  through 
careful  planning  and  management  of  academic  programs,  and 
through  the  development  of  coherent  tuition  and  financiftl  aid 
policies. 

7.  More  effective  management  of  limited  financial  resources 
will  result  from  the  development  of  prudent,  equitable 
policies  concerning  organizational,  personnel,  and  fiscal 
matters, 

8.  Leadership  and  initiative  on  tiie  institutional  level  should 
be  encouraged  by  a  governance  system  empowered  both  to  net 
statev/ide  policies  and  to  offer  incentives  for  local  planning 
and  development. 

9.  The  transition  from  the  present  governance  system  to  the 
modified  system  outlined  belov;  should  be  accomplished  vrith 
minimum  disruption  of  services  to  students. 


III.  RECOWNDATIONS 

The  proposed  governance  structure  for  public  higher  education 
v/ill  be  comprised  of  six  segments,  each  governed  by  its  own  Board  of 
Trustees,  and  a  Board  of  Higher  Education  holding  increased  authority 
and  responsibility.    Each  member  of  the  seven  boards  will  be  appointed 
by  the  Governor.    Segmental  representation  on  the  Board  of  Higher 
Education  will  be  eliminated.    The  segmental  boards  will  be  respons- 
ible for  the  governance  of  the  institution  or  institutions  under 
their  aegis  in  accordance  with  statewide  plans  and  policies  to  be 
developed  by  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  in  cooperation  with  the 
segmental  boards. 


1 .    The  Proposed  Six  Segments  Of  Publ ic  Higher  Education 
a.    The  City  University  of  Boston 

The  City  University  will  succeed  the  five  existing  Boston 
institutions:  the  University  of  Massachusetts  at  Boston,  Boston 
State  College,  Massachusetts  College  of  Art,  Roxbury  Community 
College,  and  Bunker  Hill  Community  College.    This  new  single- 
institution  segment  will  deliver  a  broad  spectrum  of  v/ell- 
coordinated  services  to  greater  Boston  residents  and  will  offer 


2 


also  the  unique,  specialized  programs  of  the  College  of  Fine 
Arts  and  Design  to  persons  throughout  the  Commonwealth. 

The  creation  of  the  City  University  will  afford  marked  bene- 
fits, including  a  single  perspecti'/?  for  planning  and  management, 
greater  flexibility  and  economy  in  t'Lil ization  of  faculty  and 
plant  resources,  elimination  of  costly  unnecessary  program  dup- 
lication, improvement  of  student  ar.cess,  transfer,  and  mobility, 
and  greater  ease  of  cooperative  pl.mning  with  the  Boston  Public 
School  System. 

b.  The  University  of  Massachusetti; 

The  University  of  Massachusett':  v/i  ll  continue  to  operate  at 
Amherst  as  a  major  teaching  and  rc  iarch  institution,  offering 
a  full  range  of  undergraduate  and  (jvaduate  programs  and  fulfill- 
ing its  mission  as  a  landgrant  university.    The  University  also 
will  assume  responsibility  for  croi.cing  in  V/orcester  a  single  in- 
stitution incorporating  the  present  Medical  School,  Worcester 
State  College,  and  Quinsigamond  Coir.iiunity  College.    The  merging 
of  these  three  colleges  under  the  aegis  of  the  University  will 
feature  the  development  of  a  strong,  broad-based,  multi -level 
curriculum  focused  on  the  allied  health  sciences.    Selected  re- 
lated programs  and  general  education  courses  will  also  be  provided. 

The  contribution  to  the  Common^, jalth,  in  terms  of  instruction, 
research,  and  community  service,  ol  a  major  public  institution 
devoted  to  the  health  sciences  will  be  notable.    In  addition, 
utilization  of  resources  will  be  maximized,  regional  planning 
enhanced,  and  student  access  and  mobility  improved. 

c.  The  University  of  Lowell 

The  University  of  Lowell  will  continue  unchanged  as  a  single- 
institution  segment. 

d.  Southeastern  Massachusetts  University 

Southeastern  Massachusetts  University,  similarly,  will 
continue  unchanged  as  a  single-institution  segment. 
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e.  The  Massachusetts  State  College  System 

The  State  College  System  v/ill  be  comprised  of  the  follov/ing 
seven  institutions:  Bridgewater,  Fitchburg,  Framingham,  Massachu- 
setts Maritime  Academy,  North  Adams,  Salem,  and  Westfield. 

f.  The  Massachusetts  Board  of  Regional  Community  Colleges 

The  Community  College  System  will  be  comprised  of  the  fol- 
lowing twelve  institutions:  Berkshire,  Bristol,  Cape  Cod,  Green- 
field, Holyoke,  Massachusetts  Bay,  Massassoit,  Middlesex,  Mount 
Wachusett,  Northern  Essex,  North  Shore,  and  Springfield  Technical. 

2 .    The  Massachusetts  Board  of  Higher  [iducation 

.It  is  proposed,  as  the  most  realistic  and  feasible  means  of 
bringing  leadership,  management,  coherence,  and  cooperation  to 
the  public  higher  education  system,  that  the  Massachusetts  Board 
of  Higher  Education  be  significantly  strengthened.   The  following 
steps  are  recommended: 

a.  All  members  of  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  so 
selected  as  to  ensure  the  establishment  of  a  strong,  representa- 
tive lay  citizens  board.    All  members  should  be  appointed  by  the 
Governor.    Segmental  representation  on  the  Board  will  be  eliminated. 
Thus  constituted,  the  Board  will  be:  assured  of  a  broad  spectrum 

of  unbiased  viewpoints,  backgrounds,  and  competencies. 

b.  The  present  Advisory  Commission  to  the  Board  should  be  ex- 
panded to  include  representation  from  the  segmental  boards. 
This  step  is  seen  as  a  means  of  facilitating  and  fostering  com- 
munication and  cooperation  between  Lho  governing  boards  and  the 
Board  of  Higher  Education. 

c.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  given  new  responsi- 
bility for  the  review  of  all  existing  academic  programs,  including 
those  offered  through  Divisions  of  Continuing  Education.    In  con- 
nection with  this  new  responsibility,  the  Bo?Td  will  be  authorized 
to  terminate  those  programs  deemed  marginal  or  unnecessarily  dupli- 
cative.   Benefits  to  the  Commonwealth  v/ill  thereby  accrue  in  the 
areas  of  cost  effectiveness  and  quality  control,  as  well  as  in 
meeting  the  manpower  needs  of  business,  industry,  government,  and 
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the  service  professions. 

d.  All  public  higher  education  management  information  systems 
should  be  coordinated  under  the  central  aegis  of  the  Board  of 
Higher  Education.    Centralization  of  data  collection  and  analysis 
will  guarantee  the  establishment  of  a  consistent,  reliable  base 
for  planning  and  decision-making,  and  will  reduce  the  high  costs 
of  thi?  present  duplicative  systems. 

e.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  authorized  to  de- 
velop, in  cooperation  with  the  segments  and  institutions  and 
with  the  V/ays  and  Means  Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate, 
realistic  budget  policies  for  the  maintenance  and  capital  ex- 
penditures of  public  higher  education.    (See  pages  7-10  below 
for  detailed  discussion  of  this  recommendation.) 

f.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education,  working  cooperatively  with 
the  segments  and  institutions  and  v/ith  legislacive  leadership, 
should  be  held  responsible  for  the  development  of  equitable 
tuition  policies  for  all  of  public  higher  education,  including 
continuing  education.    This  new  rei;ponsibility  represents  g  logi- 
cal progression  of  those  budgetary  and  information-gathering 
activities  cited  above  (Recommendations  3  and  4).'^ 

g.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  authorized  to 
standardize,  consolidate,  and  coordinate  the  administration  of 
student  financial  aid  programs.    (See  pages  15-19  below  for  de- 
tailed  discussion  of  this  recommendation). 

h.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  authorized  to 
develop,  in  concert  with  institutional  and  segmental  leadership 
and  with  the  Executive  Branch,  guidelines  for  public  higher  edu- 
cation contracts.    The  Chancellor  of  the  Board,  or  the  Chancellor's 
designee,  should  be  held  responsible  for  convening  and  chairing 
committees  charged  to  negotiate  the  separate  union  contracts 

for  the  six  segments.    The  final  arbitration  O"^  grievance  issues 
shall,  when  necessary,  also  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Chan- 
cellor or  his/her  designee. 

i.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  authorized  to  de- 
velop judicious  policies  for  the  appropriate  compensation  of 
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chief  segmental  administrative  officers.  Such  authorization 
win  foster  fair  and  legitimate  compensation  practices  among 
the  segments. 

3.    The  Secretary  Of  Educational  Affairs 

It  is  recominended  that  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Educational  Affairs  be  abolished.    The  Commissioner  of  Edu- 
cation and  the  Chancellor  of  the  Board  of  Higher  Education 
should  be  expected  to  provide  advice,  counsel,  and  information 
to  the  Executive  Branch  whenever  requested. 
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THE  FINANCING  OF  PUBLIC  HIGHER  EDUCATION  IN  MASSACHUSETTS 


I.l.    The  Budget  Process  For  Higher  Education 

The  budget  process  through  which  public  higher  education  in 
Massachusetts  is  funded  is  cumbersome ^  duplicative,  and  inefficient. 
Of  even  more  consequence,  however,  is  the  fact  that  present  fund- 
ing practices  neither  foster  sound  institutional  management  nor  en- 
courage viable  planning,  quality  educational  programs,  or  operational 
assessn^ent.    A  brief  rcviev;  of  current  process  and  practices  will 
provide  backgroui^.d  for  tho  comments  and  recommendations  to  follow. 

Each  year,  thirty  institutional  budgets  are  prepared  and 
submitted  for  approval  to  one  of  five  segmental  boards.    Vihen  each 
segmental  board  has  reviewed  and  approved  its  budget,  copies  are 
forwarded  to  the  Executive  Office  of  Educational  Affairs,  to  the 
Board  of  Higher  Education,  and  to  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the  Division 
of  Personnel  Administration  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Administra- 
tion and  Finance.    The  budgets  are  analyzed  by  the -above  offices 
and  public  hearings  conducted  by  the  Office  of  Educational  Affairs, 
which  then  prepares  institutional  reconmendations  for  the  Budget 
Bureau. 

Simultaneous  with  the  above  stages  of  budget  review  and  rec- 
ommendation, the  Board  of  Higher  Education  carries  out  its  separate 
budget  process.    Steps  include  the  collection  and  analysis  of  data, 
meetings  with  segmental  and  institutional  representatives,  and  the 
preparation  of  budget  recommendations  for  each  institution.  Fol- 
lowing Board  approval,  these  recommendations  are  sent  to  the  Legis- 
lature, as  is  the  Governor's  House  1  appropriation  bill  which  includes 
the  recom;nendation  of  the  Office  of  En'ucational  Affairs. 

I'Jhile  it  is  unnecessary  to  outline  the  subsequent  procedures 
of  the  Legislature  in  arriving  at  a  budget  for  higher  education, 
it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  the  desired  result  of  the  process, 
namely,  a  judicious  and  responsible  appropriation.    Whether  such  a 
result  can  be  obtained  through  a  system  of  financing  strongly  in- 
fluenced by  institutional  and  segmental  partisanship  has  yet  to  be 
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demonstrated. 


1.2.    The  Need  For  A  Uevi  Approach  To  The  Financing  Of  Public  Higher 
Education 

A  study  of  the  policies  and  practices  for  the  financing  of 
public  higher  education  in  Massachusetts  reveals  three  major  prob- 
lem areas.    They  are,  briefly,  as  follows: 

a.  the  adverse  effects  of  FTE  enrollment-driven 
budgeting  in  a  period  of  declining  enrollment. 

b.  institutional  inflexibility  and  unresponsive- 
ness created  in  part  by  the  present  line-item 
appropriation  procedures. 

c.  funding  inequities  and  fiscal  inefficiencies 
resulting  from  the  existing  process  for 
determining  institutional  budget  recommendations. 

It  is  in  no  way  an  exaggeration  to  state  that  unless  reasonable 
measures  are  taken  to  address  these  problems,  there  will  result 
a  growing  inability  to  serve  the  public  appropriately  and  adequately. 
Public  higher  education  in  Massachusetts,  already  notable  for  i-ts 
rockbottom  position  among  the  fifty  states  relative  to  state  ap- 
propriations, will  decline  to  a  point  where  there  will  be  no  cost 
effective  means  of  recouping  the  loss  of  educational  qualityj  scopcj 
and  responsiveness. 

The  recommendations  of  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  with  res- 
pect to  financing  represent  straightforward,  workable  solutions  to 
critical  problems.    They  can,  moreover,  be  implemented  in  timely 
fashion,  thus  enabling  all  concerned  to  move  ahead  with  the 
primary  task  of  nurturing  a  v/orthy  system  of  public  higher  education 
in  Massachusetts. 


II.    Criteria  For  The  Development  Of  Policies  And  Practices  For 
The  Funding  Of  Public  Higher  Education 

a.  Public  Funds  should  be  allocated  so  as  to  meet  public  needs 
and  interests. 

b.  Funding  of  public  higher  education  must  take  into  account 
the  necessary  and  desirable  diversity  of  institutional  mis- 
sion within  the  system. 

c.  Funding  practices  must  foster  sound  management  practices 
and  encourage  quality,  efficiency,  viable  planning,  and  on- 
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going  assessment. 

d.  Funding  policies  should  foster,  through  selectivity  of  support, 
those  instructional  and  student  services  demonstrating  par- 
ticular quality  and  usefulness. 

e.  Funding  policies  should  promote  acuo'emic  freedom  and  in- 
stitutional vitality  by  encouraging  shared  fiscal  responsi- 
bility and  the  seeking  out  of  multiple  sources  of  fiscal 
support. 

f.  Funding  policies  and  practices  should  ensure  institutional 
and  segmental  accountability  and  responsiveness  to  changing 
needs  by  fostering  adaptability  and  flexibility  in  the 
public  higher  education  system. 

g.  Funding  policies  and  practices  must  take  cognizance  of  the 
legal  and  constitutional  mandates  of  the  state  and  federal 
governments  with  respect  to  academic  and  student- related 
matters. 


III.  REmr£NDATIONS 

1.  No  nev/  institutions  should  be  added  to  the  public  higher 
education  system.    The  option  should  be  retained,  however,  for 
reclassifying  existing  institutions  in  order  to  meet  changing 
public  needs.    This  position  will  preserve  the  .strength  and  in- 
dividual missions  of  public  institutions  and  will,  equally 
necessary,  sustain  the  strength  of  independent  colleges  and 
universities. 

2.  New  funding  policies  and  practices,  reflecting  the  criteria 
outlined  above,  should  be  developed  by  the  Board  of  Higher 
Education  in  cooperation  with  the  public  institutions  and 
segments.    Optimum  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  implementing 
these  policies  and  practices  will  be  derived  through  enabling 
the  Board  of  Higher  Education  to  receive  and  disperse  to  the 
institutions  the  annual  state  appropriation  for  higher  education. 

3.  State  policy  for  the  support  of  public  colleges  and  univer- 
sities should  provide  incentives  for  institutions  to  manage  their 
resources  more  effectively,  increase  productivity,  maintain  en- 
rollment levels,  and  generate  income- from  private  donors  and 
federal  agencies.    Under  no  circumstances  should  income  from 
non-state  sources  be  included  in  calculations  to  determine  levels 
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of  state  support.    Rather,  income  from  such  sources  should  be 
utilized  for  those  qualitative  improvements  and  special  programs 
that  the  state  cannot  be  expected  to  fund. 


4.  A  statewide  system  for  collecting,  storing,  retrieving,  and 
reporting  standard  information  for  all  public  colleges  and  uni- 
versities should  be  established  by  the  Board  of  Higher  Education 
in  cooperation  with  segmental  and  institutional  members  of  the 
state  higher  education  system.    This  single  system  v/ould  engender 
three  significant  benefits: 

a.  a  standardized  state-level  information  base  for 
determining  instructional  and  operational  costs; 

b.  comprehensive  infoiTiiation  requisite  and  available  for  cal- 
culating budget  needs  and  determining  state  appropriations 

c.  cost  reduction  through  consolidation  of 
operations. 

5.  State-supported  capital  expenditures  should  be  contemplated 
only  in  exceptional  cases  where  the  construction  of  new  facili- 
ties can  be  justified  or  where  a  previous  commitment  has  been 
made.    However,  primary  consideration  should  begiven  to  in- 
creasing state  funding  for  the  repair  and  renovation  of  existing 
facilities  in  order  to: 

a.  prevent  further  deterioration; 

b.  meet  state  and  federal  safety  and  access 
requirements; 

c.  provide  suitable  facilities  for  new  types  of 
programs; 

d.  conserve  energy. 

Funds  for  normal  repair  and  renovation  should  appear  as.  :.  .  .. 
a  line  item  in  each  institutional  appropriation,  indexed  to  the 
size,  type,  and  age  of  its  physical  plant.    In  addition,  special  emer- 
gency grants  and  long-term  low-interest  state  loans  should  be  made 
available  to  independent  sector  institutions  for  essential  repair  and 
renovation. 
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ASSESSMENT  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  QUALITY  IN  PUBLIC  HIGHER  EDUCATION 


I.    A  Question  Of  Quality 

Reference  has  already  been  made  in  this  paper  to  the  impact  of 
present  day  demographic  and  economic  forces  upon  public  higher 
education.    Yet  the  significance  of  these  forces  v/ith  respect  to 
standards  of  qua! ity  is  such  that  we  must  identify  once  again  those 
factors  threatening  the  public  higher  education  system  with  deteriora- 
tion end  stagnation.    Most  evident  as  critical  factors  are: 

a.  a  significant  decline  in  the  sti'dent  population  of 
traditional  college  age; 

b.  a  decreasing  share  of  state  revenue  available  for 
higher  education; 

c.  mounting  inflation; 

d.  an  excessively  high  ratio  of  tenured  to  untenured 
faculty,  largely  a  by-product  of  the  earlier  growth 
years. 

In  consequence  of  the  pressures  exerted  by  the  above,  a  mood 
of  depression  has  replaced  the  dynamism  and  excitement  of  the 
60 's  and  early  70' s.    The  academic  community  is  experiencing  a  loss 
of  that  forward  momentum  which  is  intrinsic  to  creative  action  and 
progress.    A  crucial  question  therefore  arises:  How  can  Massachusetts 
leadership  ensure  the  continuing  delivery  of  high-quality  education 
to  the  citizens  of  the  Commonv/eal th  without  the  stimulus  of  rising 
enrollments  and  increased  revenues? 

The  first  and  most  difficult  task,  in  responding  to  this  qu 
tion,  is  to  define  the  elusive  term  "quality."   And  it  must  b 
acknowledged  that  indeed  there  is  no  universal  definition  of  edu- 
cational quality.    There  are,  hov/ever,  a  number  of  valuable  indices 
and  measures  that  can  be,  and  in  fact,  are  utilized  in  the  assessment 
of  educational  institutions  and  programs.  .Some  of  these  measures  are 
readily  quantified.    Certain  indices,  however,  are  only  partially 
quantifiable.    The  recognition  that  there  is  a  productive  tension 
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between  quantifiable  measures  and  non-cjuantif iable  indices  will  take 
the  evaluator  a  considerable  distance  in  the  search  for  a  definition 
of  "quality."  Equally  helpful  is  the  understanding  that  evidence  of 
quality  must  be  weighed  in  terms  of  particular  institutional  mission 
and  objectives;  quality  comes  in  many  sizes  and  shapes.  It  is  upon 
these  beliefs  that  the  following  assumptions  and  recommendations  are 
based. 


II.    Assumptions  Pertaining  To  The  Assessment  And  Enhancement  Of 
Quality  In  Public  Higher  Education 

1.  Responsibility  for  the  assessment  of  academic  programs  and 
institutions  of  higher  learning  is  a  function  shared  by 
the  Board  of  Higher  Education  with  segmental  boards,  insti- 
tutions, and  regional  and  national  accrediting  groups.  Howevei 
although  these  agencies  and  institutions  each  hold  a  specific 
authority  and  responsibility  with  respect  to  evaluation, 

only  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  is  responsible  for  the 
statewide  perspective.    Therefore,  only  the  Board  of  Higher 
Education  is  accountable  for  the  assessment  of  institu- 
tional contributions  to  the  educational  economy  as  a  whole. 

2.  Successful  quality  control  is  predicated  upon  identification 
of  those  criteria  and  procedures  most  useful  for  the  evalua- 
tion of  public  higher  education  in  the  Commonwealth. 

3.  A  process  of  evaluation  and  assessment  which  leads  to  modi- 
fications in  program  design  and  delivery  provides  impetus 
for  the  renewal  of  institutional  vitality. 

4.  The  primary  objective  of  sound  evaluation  is  the  identifi- 
cation and  support  of  programs  and  institutions  providing 
demonstrable  value.    Evaluation  procedures  which  focus  on 
the  identification  of  weakness  rather  than  strength  are  far 
less  effective. 

5.  In  the  event  that  budget  cuts  are  necessary,  "across  the 
board"  cuts  are  to  be  avoided  as  counter-productive.  Sound 
evaluation  procedures  will  permit  recognition  of  programs 
and  institutions  of  greater  or  lesser  value. 


III.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.        The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  establish  a  Statewide 
Commission  on  Academic  Quality,  with  representation  from  in- 
stitutions and  segments,  whose  task  would  be  the  development  of 
of  evaluation  guidelines  and  procedures  for  Massachusetts 
public  higher  education.    These  guidelines  and  procedures 
would  then  be  used  by  institutions,  segmental  boards,  and  the 
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Board  of  Higher  Education  for  planning  and  decision-making  regard- 
ing the  allocation  of  physical,  personnel,  and  fiscal  resources. 

It  is  expected  that  the  guidelines  v/ould  take  cognizance  of 
the  following: 

a.  quantitative  indicators  such  as  enrollment  pat- 
terns and  cost  per  credit  hour  or  degree; 

b.  less  readily  quantifiable  indicators  such  as 
faculty  quality,  learning  environment,  student 
support  systems,  and  unique  institutional  at- 
tributes and  objectives; 

c.  the  changing  needs  of  the  state  labor  market. 

Among  the  above,  however,  labor  market  needs,  although  criti- 
cally important,  should  not  be  seen  as  a  primary  criterion  of 
quality  in  education. 

2.  Because  the  faculty  is  the  core  of  the  educational  process, 
the  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  work  v/ith  institutional 
and  segmental  leadership  to  develop  programs  which  will  enhance 
faculty  effectiveness  and  creativity.    The  high  percentage  of 
tenured  faculty  in  the  public  system,  a  largely  immobilized 
population,  requires  that  vigorous  efforts  be  made  to  stimulate 
professional  growth  and  energy,  to  assist  faculty  in  meeting 
changing  instructional  needs,  and  to  develop  in  faculty  the  skills 
and  competencies  required  in  working  with  students  of  non- 
traditional  age  and  background. 

3.  In  order  to  encourage  productivity  and  to  stimulate  effec- 
tiveness at  the  local  level,  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  should 
introduce  fiscal  incentives  for  the  development  of  needed  new 
programs  and  for  the  radical  improvement  of  existing  programs. 
"Research  and  development"  activities  represent  an  essential 
investment  of  resources  for  tiie  assurance  of  institutional  vital- 
ity in  future  years. 

4.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  held  responsible 
for  the  regular  publication  and  dissemination  of  all  evaluative 
procedures  carried  out  within  the  public  higher  education  system. 
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procedures.    Shared  initiative  and  thereby  promote 

—      .oweve.  it  is  t.^ .... 

educational  ef fectweness  maintaining  the 


STUDENT  FINANCIAL  AID  IN  MASSACHUSETTS 


I.l.    The  Present  Delivery  Of  Student  Financial  Aid 

The  delivery  of  financial  aid  to  Massachusetts  students  is  at 
present  fragmented  and  inefficient.    Lack  of  coordination  in  the 
operation  of  student  aid  programs  causes  serious  problems  for  persons 
seeking  information  about  and  access  to  financial  aid.    Students  and 
their  parents  experience  undue  difficulty  in  obtaining  accurate, 
comprehensive  information  concerning  eligibility  for  assistance  and 
the  availability  of  funding.    Similar  frustration  is  felt  by  high 
school  counselors  and  college  financial  aid  officers  v/ho  must  help 
students  plan  solutions  to  their  financial  problems. 

Massachusetts  student  financial  aid  programs  are  presently 
administered  by  four  different  agencies.    The  Higher  Education 
Assistance  Corporation  (HEAC)  administers  the  guaranteed  loan  program; 
the  Board  of  Higher  Education  manages  the  general  state  scholarship 
program  as  well  as  a  group  of  special  programs;  two  programs  are  ad- 
ministered by  the  New  England  Board  of  Higher  Education,  and  the 
Office  of  Administration  and  Finance  manages  the  matching  scholarship 
grant  program.    In  addition  to  the  above,  each  college  and  university 
administers  its  own  institutional  aid  funds,  including  three  institu- 
tional   based  federal  programs. 

The  substantial  amount  of  funds  expended  through  state 
scholarship  programs  and  loans  guaranteed  at  the  state  level  for 
FY  1979-1980  is  shown  in  shown  in  Table  #1  on  the  following  page. 

The  uncoordinated  delivery  of  student  aid  is  further  complicated 
by  the  federal  assistance  programs.    The  federal  government  adminis- 
ters six  separate  grant  and  loan  programs  ''ith  current  funding  as 
follows: 

Basic  Educational  Opportunity  G'  ant  $2.6  billion 

College  Work  Study  Progra.r.s  $550  million 

Federal  Guaranteed  Insured  Loans  $875  million 

Supplemental  Educational  Opportunity  Grant  $340  million 
National  Defense  Student  Loans  $329  million 

State  Student  Incentive  Grant  $  76  million 
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Table  #1 

State  appropriated  aids  and  guaranteed 
loan  programs  in  FY  79-80 
(in  thousand  dollars) 


Admi  ni  strati  on  Program  Amount 
Agency 

BHE  General  scholarship  $  16,000 

BHE  Medical -Dental -Nursing  500 

BHE  Honor  scholarship  325 

BHE  Consortium  150 

BHE  Fire/correction  orphans  _  25 

BHE  War  orphans  125 

NBHE  Compact  961 

NBHE                    Occupational  Therapy/Physical  Therapy  372 

A&F  Matching  scholarship  3,750 

HEAC  Guaranteed  loans  130,000 
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Each  of  the  above  must  be  coordinated  in  varying  degrees 
with  state  agencies  and  local  institutions. 

Despite  the  magnitude  of  state  and  federal  expenditures  and 
the  number  and  diversity  of  programs,  there  is  no  single  organ i?.d- 
tion  or  agency  in  the  Commonwealth  responsible  for  compiling,  up- 
dating, and  disseminating  accurate,  comprehensive  information  on 
the  availability  of  financial  aid  and  the  means  of  obtaining  assistance. 
The  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  services  are  severely  undermined 
by  fragmentation  of  operations.    Moreover,  political  infighting 
over  program  jurisdiction  further  exacerbates  the  situation.  It 
is  clear  that  a  new  approach  to  the  delivery  of  financial  aid  to 
Massachusetts  students  is  required. 

1.2.    The  Need  For  A  New  Approach 

A  study  of  administrative  structure  and  practices  for  the  de- 
livery of  student  financial  aid  reveals  the  following  problems: 

a.  The  student's  ability  to  plan  for  higher  education 
is  seriously  impaired  by  lack  of  readily  availab>e, 
up-to-date,  comprehensive  informationj 

b.  Management  efficiency  is  undermined  by  operational 
fragmentation; 

c.  Student  funding  is  inadequate  because  of  ineffective- 
ness in  coordinating  financial  assistance  with  rising 
educational  costs. 

If  Massachusetts  students  are  to  be  properly  served,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  above  issues  be  resolved  through  a  restructuring 
of  delivery  mechanisms  and  the  implementation  of  equitable, 
functional  policies. 

II.    Criteria  For  The  Development  Of  Improved  Financial  Aid  Practices 

1.  State  appropriations  should  oe  sufficient  to  ensure  access 
to  higher  education  a'^d  choice  of  educational  experience 
for  persons  in  need  of  financial  support. 

2.  Responsiveness  and  efficiency  of  financial  aid  programs 
would  be  fostered  by  administrative  consolidation  of  pro- 
grams funded  by  state  appropriations. 

3.  Student  aid  policies  should  facilitate  sound,  realistic 
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planning  by  students,  parents,  and  counselors,  for  the 
financing  of  higher  education. 

4.  Financial  aid  policies  should  permit  and  encourage  a  choice 
of  educational  experience  in  accord  v/ith  the  needs  and  ob- 
jectives of  the  student. 

5.  Student  aid  policies  and  practices  must  take  cognizance  of 
the  legal  mandates  of  state  and  federal  governments  with 
respect  to  student-related  affairs. 


III.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.        The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  be  authorized  to  consoli- 
date and  administer  all  financial  assistance  programs  funded  l)y 
state  appropriations. 


2.        The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  implement  administrative 
procedures  for  the  streamlining  and  coordination  of  an  efficient, 
comprehensive  delivery  system  for  financial  aid.    This  system 
should  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following: 

a.  Coordination  of  state  grant  aid  v/ith  student  loans 
guaranteed  by  the  Higher  Education  Assistance 
Corporation; 

b.  Coordination  of  state  grant  aid  with  federal  assistance 
programs  such  as  the  Basic  Education  Opportunity 
Grant 

c.  Coordination  of  state  assistance  programs  with  programs 
administered  by  individual  institutions  through  ac- 
curate reporting  of  student  financial  need  and  state 
contribution. 

4.        The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  develop  procedures 

through  which  an  equitable,  realistic  appropriation  request  for 
state  financial  aid  can  be  submitted  to  and  funded  by  the 
Legislature  each  year.    The  appropriation  request  would  take 
Into  account  the  following: 

a.  Assurance  of  access  and  choice  for  needy  students 
through  raising  the  maximum  grant  each  year  in  pro- 
portion to  rising  tuition  and  other  costs; 

b.  Assurance  of  effective  delivery  of  student  aid  through 
adequate  state  funding  of  an  operating  budget  for  student 
aid  within  the  Board  of  Higher  Education  maintenance 
budget. 


18 


5.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  bo  authorized  to  im- 
plemetrt  and  administer  a  centralized  computer  system  and  data 
base  in  support  of  a  coordinated  financial  aid  delivery  system. 

6.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  continue  efforts  to  es- 
tablish reciprocity  with  other  states  permitting  the  portability 
of  grants  into  as  well  as  out  of  Massachusetts. 

7.  The  Board  of  Higher  Education  should  continue  efforts  to 
extend  eligibility  for  financial  assistance  to  students  enrolled 
in  graduate  programs  and  to  those  enrolled  on  less  than  a  full- 
time  basis. 
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